Material equation-of-state (EOS) models, generally providing the pressure and internal energy for a given density and temperature, are required to close the equations of hydrodynamics. As a result they are an essential piece of physics used to simulate inertial confinement fusion (ICF) implosions. Historically, EOS models based on different physical/chemical pictures of matter have been developed for ICF relevant materials such as the deuterium (D2) or deuterium-tritium (DT) fuel, as well as candidate ablator materials such as polystyrene (CH), glow-discharge polymer (GDP), beryllium (Be), carbon (C), and boron carbide (B4C). The accuracy of these EOS models can directly affect the reliability of ICF target design and understanding, as shock timing and material compressibility are essentially determined by what EOS models are used in ICF simulations. Systematic comparisons of current EOS models, benchmarking with experiments, not only help us to understand what the model differences are and why they occur, but also to identify the state-of-the-art EOS models for ICF target designers to use. For this purpose, the first Equationof-State Workshop, supported by the US Department of Energy's ICF program, was held at the Laboratory for Laser Energetics (LLE), University of Rochester on 31 May-2nd June, 2017. This paper presents a detailed review on the findings from this workshop: (1) 5-10% model-model variations exist throughout the relevant parameter space, and can be much larger in regions where ionization and dissociation are occurring, (2) the D2 EOS is particularly uncertain, with no single model able to match the available experimental data, and this drives similar uncertainties in the CH EOS, and (3) 
shows the conditions at some selected points 1-10 keV - off-Hugoniot points spanning the range of states from the 294 first shock through to peak compression (T = 1 − 10, 000 295 eV and ρ = 1 − 1, 000 g/cm 3 ). When available, models 296 also provided release isentropes from initial pressures of 297 1-30 Mbar, and radial distribution functions g(r).
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A summary of the submitted data is shown in figure 1.
299
We received a total of 129 data submissions from 21 re- Table   Release   g(r)   ColdCurve   18  18  7  13   12  12  8  6   2  3  4   6  3  2  1   3  3  3  4 Number of Submissions (128 total) and energy appropriate to their theoretical approach.
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As mentioned previously we are particular interested 
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The second panel shows model curves at high pressure.
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Here, the agreement is not good. The three data-driven There are significant differences in the energy and pres-sure at low density. Interestingly, the two models which 
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For beryllium and carbon, the situation is also encour- 
